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In Europe the number of volunteers would be around 100 millions. A Eurobarometer survey 
in 2006 revealed that 3 out of 10 Europeans claim to be active in a voluntary activity and 
that close to 80% of the respondents feel that voluntary activities are an important part of 
democratic life1.  
Although Europe is a rather small continent, it has been influenced over the centuries by 
many overlapping cultures. Whether it is a question of West as opposed to East or 
Christianity as opposed to Islamism, many have claimed to identify cultural fault lines 
across the continent. There are many cultural innovations and movements, often at odds 
with each other, such as Christian proselytism or Humanism. Thus the question of 
"common culture" or "common values" is far more complex than it seems to be. It is also 
important to consider the historical and economic contexts, including both the recent past as 
well as more far away historical times. These differences which are the wealth of Europe 
influence probably the volunteer behavior in its constituent countries.   
In this paper we study formal volunteering, that is volunteering carried out through 
organizations. More precisely, we intend to adopt a European comparative approach to 
explore some issues concerning this volunteering.  For this purpose, we draw on the data 
from the third wave of European Values Survey (EVS) gathered by the European Systems 
Study Group (EVSSG).  It is very difficult to find data sets which allow international 
comparative investigations on volunteering. There are an increasing number of national 
studies on this subject, but their comparison is a hazardous exercise because their 
methodology is often different and we know that these differences may have great effects 
concerning the estimates of volunteering (Steinberg et al. 2002). The Manual on the 
measurement of volunteer work, presently developed on initiative of International Labor 
Organization (ILO) and Center for Civil Society Studies would be particularly useful to 
change this situation and to make national surveys more homogeneous. Until its 
recommendations have been implemented in a sufficient number of countries, European 
Values Survey is an interesting source for such comparisons even if the number of 
individuals in each national sample is restricted and even if its results are obviously 
                                                           
1 From http://www.efc.be/EUAdvocacy/Pages/2011EuropeanYearofVolunteering.aspx 
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sensitive to the sampling method adopted in each country.  The data were collected 
between 1999 and 2001 from an identical questionnaire. They provide rich information 
particularly about a crucial component of social change: the values, beliefs and motivations 
of ordinary citizens. Respondents are required to look at a list of voluntary organizations 
and activities then they are asked if they belong to one or several of these organizations and 
if they do voluntary work for them. These questions allow us to identify activities which, 
with a high probability, pertain to formal volunteering, though we cannot exclude that in 
some cases, the answers refer to informal volunteering. Unfortunately, this survey does not 
give any information on the hours dedicated to voluntary activities. Thereby, we can only 
examine the propensity to volunteer.  
In the next section, we present and comment some descriptive statistics concerning the rate 
of volunteer participation for each country and the distribution of volunteers according to 
the types of unpaid activities. Then, we study the effect of some demographic, 
socioeconomic and attitudinal characteristics of European people on the likelihood of 
giving time, at the aggregate and disaggregate levels of volunteering. In Section 4, using a 
multilevel analysis, we investigate the influence of some country-level variables to explain 
the differences in the national propensities to volunteer. Section 5 concludes. 
2. Descriptive statistics on volunteering in European countries 
2.1. Participation rates 
Table 1 presents the participation rates of all the countries concerned by the third wave of 
EVS. Because the weighted rates provide more representative results, we consider them in 
our comments. At the time of the survey, Turkey and Russian Federation had the lowest 
participation rate in volunteering (6.4% and 7.9% respectively) while Sweden had the 
highest one (56.4%). 
Insert Table 1 here 
Let us split up the countries in three categories: 
- The first category is made up of countries having a low level of volunteering that is 
to say with participation rates below 25%. 
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- The second category has a medium level of volunteering, with participation rates 
between 25% and 35%.  
- The third group has a high level of volunteering with participation rates above 35%.  
The first category groups Germany (West and East), Spain, Portugal, Northern-Ireland, 
Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Hungary, Romania, Bulgaria, Croatia, Russia, Ukraine, 
Belarus and Turkey. So we have almost all post-socialist countries. There are some 
explanations about the low level of volunteer participation in these countries. Following 
Salomon et al. (1999), in the former socialist countries of Central and Eastern Europe "the 
concept of volunteering became obsolete, contaminated by decades of state and party 
requirements to contribute time and efforts freely for some common social, cultural, or 
political cause". After 1989, countries in the region set out to modernize their social service 
and health care systems. In doing so, the governments paid very little attention to the role 
and potential contributions that non-profit organizations and volunteering could make to 
improving state-run institutions, many of which were under-funded and short-staged. So, 
these ex-socialist countries do not present a favorable ground for volunteering. Following 
Gocko (2006), there are three main reasons for the lack of participation on volunteering: the 
first reason is related to a lack of tradition transmitted from generation to generation, the 
second one is related to the relative poverty, which leads to dedicate most energy to satisfy 
the basic needs first, and the last one is related to the relatively low social sensibility 
concerning social action. 
In the same first category, we find Turkey where the volunteering activity has an incipient 
history which may explain a so low participation rate. Only after the Second World War, 
trough the United Nations help, it was possible to create the foundation for social and 
volunteering work. The social services institute was created in Turkey in 1959 (Bulut 
2003). After that, it was possible to increase social services especially by founding schools 
to educate social workers. There are ongoing protocols between non-governmental 
organizations and the agency with the purpose of using resources more effectively and 
encouraging the volunteering people and organizations into the social services.  
In this first category, we also find the Iberian countries. The 20th century dictatorships, 
which limited all social organizations except the ones which were controlled by the state, 
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might be an explanation for a low dynamism of associations and low levels of participation. 
Another explanation might be related to a possible higher importance of informal 
volunteering in these countries, with a higher role of family relations. The Spanish social 
sector is still very young. Almost every association was created after 1977 that is to say 
after the fall of Franco's dictatorship. Spain is one of the European countries with the 
lowest associational tradition. The late 80's and early 90's represented therefore the 
volunteering "boom" in Spain, with a significant increase of the associational movement 
(i.e. not-for-profit and voluntary organizations) referring to the social, cultural, sports and 
educational fields (Garcia et al., 2004). In Portugal volunteering was influenced by 
Christian values and had as objective to create the family support structures2. The first 
organizations were created in the 12th century with charity and social support objectives. In 
the 20th century, only after the fall of dictatorship, new kinds of volunteering organizations 
promoting human rights, environmental issues, and cooperation for development, local 
development, culture and sport appeared. 
More amazingly, this category of countries with a low level of volunteer participation 
includes Germany where voluntary service programs have a long tradition. This result is at 
variance with other data sets concerning this country. For instance a German government 
survey on volunteering conducted in 2004 shows that 36 percent of the respondents claim 
to be a volunteer (Herzig, 2004). Such a discrepancy between these results makes us 
cautious in our comments. Nevertheless, we can observe that individuals who are living in 
East German Länder are less inclined to volunteer than those who are living in West 
Germany are. Due to the division of Germany during more than four decades, volunteering 
has known a different development. In the former German Democratic Republic (GDR), it 
was mostly closely related to "mass social organizations" (gesellschaftliche 
Massenorganisationen). Although the GDR constitution guaranteed the freedom of 
association, all organizations (such as political parties, trade unions or voluntary 
organizations) had to accept the supreme authority of the Socialist Unity Party 
(Sozialistische Einheitspartei Deutschlands, SED).  
                                                           
2  See Voluntary action in Portugal. Fact and Figures Report, The European Volunteer Centre, 2008.   
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In the second category there are diversified countries: France, Austria, Italy, Iceland, 
Ireland, Czech Republic, Malta, Luxembourg and Slovenia. In Italy, the important changes 
in the political and social structures (the extremists’ activities of the 1970s, the social crisis 
of the 1990s) and the lack of clear definition about the positioning of volunteering in the 
social sector might explain the lower level of "social participation" of Italians. However 
there are many volunteers involved in the social economy enterprise sector especially in the 
cooperative sector. The National Institute of Statistics carried out a two-year study 
(2004/2005). The survey's results identified a few characteristics of voluntary organizations 
(VOs) in Italy such as a stronger presence of VOs in the northern regions, even if in the last 
few years VOs increased at a bit quicker rate in the centre and south of Italy, and a small 
organizational dimension of VOs both as regards the number of active volunteers and the 
amount of economic available resources3. 
France is included in this category with a participation rate of 26.1% in 1999, which is 
rather close to those obtained from other studies. For instance Archambault and Boumendil 
(1997) find a rate of 23.4% in 1996 and Prouteau and Wolff (2004) give a rate of 27.6% in 
2002. In the same category, we also find Ireland. In this country, voluntary activities in 
sports associations and in rural agriculture-based communities have helped to build social 
solidarity and have strengthened the community4. Due to increasing political and financial 
support, the second half of the 20th century saw the birth and growth of a community 
development movement that concentrated on social issues in urban areas and rural ones as 
well. In Austria, 30.3% of the population claimed to participate in volunteer activities. 
Considering formal and informal volunteering, Badelt and Hollerweger (2001) indicated 
that almost 51% of the population in Austria worked in such unpaid activities. People from 
ethnic minorities (about 7% of population in 2001) are more active informally in the 
framework of large social and family networks. 
Czech Republic is included in this second category, too. However this result is very 
surprising and at odds with information from other sources. For instance, the European 
                                                           
3 See Voluntary action Italy. Fact and Figures, The European Volunteer Centre, 2006 
4 See http://www.volunteeringireland.ie/page.php?id=16 
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Volunteer Centre notes that: “about 22% people were volunteering before 1989. The year 
1989 represents then a starting point of decline: only 16% of respondents’ effect 
volunteering after 1989 with a poor percentage of 6% of new coming volunteers. The same 
survey counts that in 1999 8% of the total Czech population were volunteers” 5. In a same 
vein, Salamon and Sokolowski (2001) rank Czech Republic amongst the countries having a 
very low amount of volunteering.  
The third category contains the Scandinavian countries (Finland and Sweden), Denmark, 
Netherlands and Belgium, Great Britain, Greece and Slovakia. Powell and Steinberg (2006) 
write that, in the Nordic countries, “the expressive function of the nonprofit sector are far 
more prominent then the service one as a consequence of the heritage of social based civil 
movements and citizens engagement in advocacy, sports and related expressive fields”.   As 
for Grönlund and Yeung (2006), they note that “Christian voluntarism plays a role both in 
supporting the Finnish welfare system and promoting active citizenship and participation 
that are elements of a vital civil society.”  . 
In Denmark, the development of democracy and the welfare state are based upon an 
interaction between Volunteer Denmark organizations and the public sector6. Volunteer 
Denmark is a network of volunteer social organizations, sports associations, cultural and 
ecclesiastical organizations, education associations for adults, youth groups, associations 
for persons with disabilities, patients associations, resident associations, grass-roots 
organizations, international NGOs and many more.  
Without surprise, Great-Britain is included in this third category with a rate of participation 
of 43.1% in 1999, which is an intermediate estimate between the one from the 1997 
National Survey of Volunteering (48%) for the United-Kingdom and the one from the 2001 
National Survey of Volunteering for this same country (39%)7. On the contrary, we may be 
astonished to see Slovakia in this category. Indeed, according to Salamon and Sokolowski 
(2001), the amount of volunteering in this country is amongst the lowest ones. Thereby, 
once again, there is a serious divergence between the estimates from the Johns Hopkins 
Comparative Nonprofit Sector Project and those from European Values Survey.   
                                                           
5 Volunteering in Czech Republic Fact and Figures Report, The European Volunteer Centre, 2007. 
6 See http://www.kum.dk/sw4458.asp 
7 See Low et al. (2007). 
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2.2. Distribution of volunteers according to the types of volunteering 
The data we use allow us to distinguish different types of volunteering. For this purpose, 
we build up six groups of unpaid activities. The first group puts together the activities done 
in the framework of organizations dedicated to social welfare for elderly, handicapped or 
deprived people services, to youth work and to health problems. In our paper this type is 
named “social volunteering”. The second group concerns education, arts, music, cultural 
activities as well as recreation and sports and is named “Leisure activities”. We would have 
preferred to distinguish education from the other activities but it was impossible. Unpaid 
work done for trades unions, professional associations and political parties constitute the 
third group named “occupational and political volunteering”. The fourth group is named 
“Defense-of-causes volunteering” and put together activities related to Third-world 
development, defense of human rights, environment protection, women’s groups and peace 
movement. “Religious volunteering” is the fifth type and the last one, named “other 
volunteering”, brings together volunteering devoted to local community action and to what 
questionnaire calls “other groups”.  We are absolutely aware that our choices concerning 
these groups of activities are debatable: other choices are possible. However, we think that 
this preliminary typology gives useful pieces of information for our explanatory study. 
Insert Table 2 here 
The percentage distribution of participants according to the six types shows different 
patterns of volunteering in Europe (Table 2). The sum of percentages is higher than 100 
because volunteers may do several types of unpaid activities. In a majority of countries, 
leisure volunteering is the predominant type, mobilizing sometimes almost one volunteer 
out of two (particularly in Luxembourg, Iceland, Ireland, France, Denmark, Sweden and 
Austria) and even more than half of them (Netherlands). This is an interesting result which 
shows that volunteer work represents a very important labor force for nonprofit 
organizations of leisure sector.  
A second configuration is constituted by countries where occupational-political 
volunteering is the most important type, at least in relative terms. We find in this group 
Turkey, Russia and some countries of Eastern Europe (Belarus, Bulgaria, Ukraine and 
Romania). In Turkey, this type of voluntary activities keeps occupied more than six 
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volunteers out of ten. It would be questionable to explain such a situation by a high rate of 
unionization. Indeed, seen from this angle, the concerned countries are heterogeneous.  
Unionization is low in Turkey8 while it is higher in Russia and Ukraine. Therefore we are 
rather inclined to think that this configuration reveals the serious weakness of civil society 
organizations. 
A third pattern is defined by the importance of religious volunteering. In Northern-Ireland, 
Lithuania, Poland, Hungary and Malta, this type of volunteering is the most frequent one. 
Though it is in second position (behind voluntary work for leisure organizations), it is also 
very important in Sweden since it mobilizes more than 4 volunteers out of 10.  
The last configuration is represented only by Great-Britain with a great majority of 
participants in social volunteering. Though such a situation is unique, we can observe that 
in other countries the same type of volunteering has a non negligible importance. It 
concerns at least one third of volunteers in Luxembourg, Iceland, Finland, Belgium, Italy, 
Northern-Ireland and Greece. 
3. Determinants of volunteering 
Researchers from different fields of social sciences have paid attention to the influence of 
individual demographic, socioeconomic and personality characteristics on volunteering (for 
an overview, see for instance Smith, 1994, and Wilson, 2000). Some results are sufficiently 
convergent to permit rather reliable conclusions. In particular, a high education level 
enhances the proclivity to volunteer. Wilson (2000, p. 219-220) considers that level 
education is the most consistent predictor of volunteering and that “education boosts 
volunteering because it heightens awareness of problems, increases empathy, and builds 
self-confidence". The increase in domestic income is often found to play a positive role 
concerning the decision to participate (Prouteau and Wolff, 2004; Garcia-Mainar and 
Marcuello, 2007, Hackl et al., 2009). Residence in rural areas or in small towns is 
associated with higher voluntary participation (Smith, 1994; Prouteau and Wolff, 2004). 
Having children in the household is both a constraint and an opportunity regarding 
volunteering. On the one hand, taking care of children and educating them are demanding 
                                                           
8 According the website of OECD this rate is 10% in 2001. 
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and time consuming tasks, thus leaving less time for other activities such as volunteering. 
On the other hand, children are likely to be involved in sports and youth activities that are 
frequently associated with nonprofit organizations, increasing the parents’ probability of 
getting involved in related voluntary activities. The distinction between school-aged 
children and younger children is obviously important concerning this question. The 
presence of very young children at home dissuades parents, and particularly mothers, from 
doing volunteering. On the contrary, the presence of school-aged children is an incentive 
factor (Rotolo and Wilson, 2007). 
Generally, an inverted-U relationship between age and volunteering is found (Menchik and 
Weisbrod, 1987; Wilson, 2000; Prouteau and Wolff, 2004; Hackl et al., 2009). Gender and 
marital status have more ambiguous effects. Concerning gender, Wilson (2000) observes 
that the results may change according to countries. The same author notes also that “the 
effect of marital status on volunteering is contingent on a number of other factors” (p. 225).  
Religious behavior and particularly church attendance are less considered by the studies on 
the determinants of volunteering. However, these variables have an important effect on 
voluntary participation. Individuals who attend more frequently church are more inclined to 
volunteer (Wilson and Musick, 1997; Becker and Dhingra, 2001; Prouteau and Wolff, 
2004; Bekkers, 2005 and 2007). 
For the purpose of our investigation from EVS data, we include all the above-mentioned 
characteristics as well as a variable about the situation of respondents towards employment. 
In addition, we include three attitudinal variables concerning the political orientation of 
individuals, their degree of confidence in security and social system and the degree of 
satisfaction with the democracy. In their work from European Values Survey and World 
Value Survey, Hackl et al. (2009) consider political attitudes too. They construct their 
variable by using the following question: “If there were a national election tomorrow, for 
which party on this list would you vote?”. Then they categorize the parties in each country. 
We have preferred to use another question. Respondents are asked to place themselves on a 
scale from 1 (left) to 10 (right). We have constituted four categories: left (responses 1 to 4,) 
middle ground (responses 5 and 6), right (responses 7 to 10) and a last category which 
concerns the individuals who have not given response, either because they do not want to 
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reveal this type of information or because they do not admit the left-right categorization. 
Regarding political orientation variable, Hackl et al. (2009) find that right-wing persons 
have a higher propensity to volunteer than left-wing ones. 
With respect to the degree of confidence in social security system, we distinguish three 
categories of respondents. The first one is made up by the individuals who have a great deal 
or quite a lot confidence. The second category is made up by those having not very much or 
not at all confidence ant the third one by persons who have refused to answer. In the same 
way, concerning the satisfaction towards democracy, we have distinguished the individuals 
who are very or rather satisfied, those who are not very or not at all satisfied and those who 
have not answered this question. The predicted effects of these two variables are 
ambiguous. On the one hand, a high degree of satisfaction with democracy and a high 
degree of confidence in social security system may engender among citizens positive 
attitudes towards the society. Such positive attitudes include a sense of trust, efficacy, 
confidence and satisfaction and together create a reserve of public-spirited goodwill which 
might benefit voluntary involvement. On the other hand, individuals who are not satisfied 
with democracy and who do not have confidence in social security system may be more 
inclined to volunteer to improve this unsatisfactory situation. 
Last, we introduce dummies for each country by using France as the reference category. 
Table 3 shows the estimates of regressions concerning aggregate volunteering (column 1) 
and the six above-defined types (columns 2 to 8).  Regarding the effect of individual 
variables on aggregate volunteering, several results are in line with the ones obtained from 
previous researches. As expected, level of education has an important positive influence on 
the inclination to volunteer. Church attendance, and particularly the regular one, has a 
powerful favorable impact on participation. The higher is the domestic income, the higher 
the individual probability of volunteering. The age profile of volunteers exhibits an 
inverted-U shape with a peak around 48 years. The presence of a very young child (below 5 
years old) has a dissuasive impact on volunteering while the opposite is true when children 
are older. People living in rural areas or small town are more frequently volunteers than 
those living in large towns. Concerning the gender variable, women are less likely to 
volunteer. Having a paid job is associated to higher probability of volunteering. All these 
characteristics have statistically significant effects though the magnitude of their 
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coefficients is different. In this respect, education level and religious variable play clearly a 
predominant role. Living with a partner has no effect on the propensity to do volunteering. 
Insert Table 3 here 
Regarding the political orientation variable, our results do not corroborate those found by 
Hackl et al (2009). Right-oriented individuals do not volunteer more than left-oriented ones 
but respondents who place themselves in the middle-ground are less often participant, like 
those who refuse to place themselves on this left-right scale. Neither the degree of 
confidence in security social system nor the degree of satisfaction with democracy seem to 
have impact on volunteering, but the individuals who do not answer these questions are less 
inclined to volunteer. Such results lead to wonder about the standpoint of individuals 
grouped together in these non-respondent categories. Do they truly have no opinion on the 
subject? Do they want to conceal their point of view and if it is the case, what is their point 
of view? These questions do not find easy replies and they deserve a further investigation 
from responses given to numerous other attitudinal variables. Such an investigation goes 
beyond the scope of this paper.  
Now we turn to the results relating to the different types of volunteering. Concerning the 
religious volunteering regression, we are faced with a problem. Is it relevant to include 
church attendance among the explanatory variables? Indeed, we can expect that there are 
very few respondents belonging to the reference category for this variable who do such a 
volunteering since they are without religious beliefs (and consequently without church 
attendance)9. After careful consideration, we present the estimates from two regressions. 
The former (religion - a) includes the concerned variable as covariate and the latter 
(religion - b) does not. We can see that the coefficients of some variables differ in the two 
regressions. It is particularly the case of gender and the place of residence. This is not a 
surprise since these two variables are correlated with religious behavior. Church attendance 
is more frequent among women and among inhabitants in rural areas. We let the reader 
judge which of these two regressions is more appropriate. 
From Table 3, we observe that two individual characteristics have a homogeneous effect: 
education level and religious behavior. All the types of volunteering are stimulated by the 
                                                           
9 From the data of EVS, in this category, only 23 respondents out of 8795 claim to do religious volunteering. 
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increase in education level. There are no exceptions. Similarly, the individuals who attend 
church (an in particular those who do it regularly) have a higher participation in all the 
types of volunteering, even if this effect is less important for occupational and political 
volunteering. The increase in domestic income has a positive influence on most types of 
involvement except volunteering oriented towards the defense of causes and the one which 
is dedicated to religious organizations. 
Other individual characteristics play a more ambiguous role. In some cases, age profile is 
bell-shaped (occupational and political volunteering, defense-of-causes volunteering and 
the religious one. This result is expected concerning the occupational volunteering since 
this type of involvement generally stops when individuals retire. In other cases, the 
voluntary participation is an increasing function of age (“other” volunteering and the leisure 
one). Social volunteering is not affected by this variable. The presence of a very young 
child at home is unfavorable to defense-of-causes volunteering, social volunteering and the 
leisure one, but it is without impact on the other types. As expected, having school-aged 
children is a stimulus to participate in leisure volunteering because the children may be 
beneficiaries of unpaid parental activities. More surprisingly, such a family situation 
enhances the occupational and political volunteering too, but it exerts a negative impact on 
defenses-of-causes one.  
Individuals who live with a partner are more inclined to participate in occupational and 
political volunteering but they have a lower probability to do social and religious voluntary 
works. As expected, having a paid job is a very important factor favorable to occupational 
and political volunteering but it is also the case, though to a less extent, for leisure 
volunteering. On the contrary, this variable plays a negative role on defense-of-causes 
volunteering and the religious one. Gender characteristic has a contrasted effect according 
the types of unpaid activities. Women are more likely to participate in religious and social 
voluntary works. On the contrary, men are more often participant in leisure volunteering, 
“other” volunteering and the professional and political volunteering one. Except for social 
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volunteering and the professional and political one, living in rural areas and in small towns 
increases the probability of participating10.  
Regarding our attitudinal variables, it is interesting to note that the influence of political 
orientation differs according to the type of unpaid activities. Clearly, left-oriented 
individuals are more inclined to do volunteering dedicated to occupational and political 
organizations or the defense-of-causes ones than middle-ground and right oriented people 
are. The opposite is true with respect to religious volunteering: right-oriented respondents 
and, in one of the two regressions (b), middle-oriented ones have a higher probability to 
participate.  
The degree of satisfaction with democracy plays rarely a role on the propensity to 
volunteer. People who are not satisfied do more often defenses-of-causes volunteering, 
probably because such a discontent incites them to give time to change the things. We note 
the same effect of this variable on “other” volunteering and on the religious one when 
church attendance is included among the covariates (regression – a). Finally, the degree of 
confidence in social security system has almost no effect, except on religious volunteering 
when religious behaviour is not included as explanatory variable (regression – b). In this 
case, people who do not have confidence in the system have a lower probability of 
participating. 
4. What influence of country-level variables on volunteering? 
In addition to the study of the volunteers’ profiles, Table 3 allows us to examine the 
country effects. For this purpose, we have to observe the coefficients of the country 
dummies which give the national propensities for volunteering after controlling for the 
characteristics of populations. It is useful to recall that these coefficients have to be 
interpreted by comparison with the French case used as reference. The obtained estimates 
point out clear differences between the European countries. Table 4 ranks these coefficients 
in descending order to make easier the comparative description. The results obtained from 
our descriptive statistics (section 2) are greatly confirmed but useful additional points are 
                                                           
10 As mentioned above, the impact of the place of residence on religious volunteering disappears if we include 
in the regression the religious behavior of respondents. 
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given. For instance, from table 1, we could conclude that the rates of participation in 
aggregate volunteering in Luxembourg and Iceland are higher than the French one, but 
these differences are no longer statistically significant from table 3.  In addition, the latter 
table provides information on the activity domains of volunteering which complement the 
observations from table 1.  
Northern Europe has clearly the highest tendency to volunteer. Sweden is almost always at 
the top (and always amongst the top four) of this ranking whatever the type of volunteering. 
Finland, Iceland and Denmark, too, show a high propensity to volunteer with very few 
exceptions regarding the types of volunteering. Netherlands and Great-Britain are in a quite 
similar situation11. As already mentioned in our section 2, we obtain more surprising 
estimates concerning Slovakia and Czech Republic which are also well positioned in the 
upper part of the table. At the lower part of table 4 we find Russia, Turkey and most of 
countries of Eastern and central Europe, except Slovakia, Czech Republic and, to some 
extent, Latvia and Slovenia which are in the middle of the ranking. With the exception of 
Greece, the countries of Southern Europe have rather low propensity to volunteer too. 
Insert table 4 here 
Drawing on the typology of non-profit models used by Salamon and Anheier (1998) and 
Archambault (2001)12, we can confirm that social democratic regime (Sweden, Finland, and 
Denmark) appears to be particularly favourable to volunteering whereas the reverse is true 
for the Mediterranean regime and for the Eastern and Central Europe with a few 
exceptions. The countries belonging to the corporatist regime (Belgium, France, 
Luxembourg, Austria, and Germany) are in an intermediary position except Netherlands 
which is comparable with the social democratic regime. The liberal model is only 
represented in our sample by Great-Britain but table 3 confirms its high level of 
volunteering. 
                                                           
11 Netherlands has a rather poor tendency concerning the professional and political volunteering whereas the 
rank of Great-Britain is low as regards the “other” volunteering and the leisure one. 
12 Referring to Esping Andersen (1990) and considering two variables, the size of non profit sector and the 
level of government social welfare spending, Salamon and Anheier (1998) distinguishes four non-profit 
regimes: the social democratic regime, the liberal one, the corporatist one and the statist one. In its typology, 
Archambault (2001) ignores the statist model but adds the Mediterranean one. 
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4.1. A multilevel analysis 
Such observations are not new. The explanations of the differences between countries are 
less documented. These differences may be induced by cultural, institutional, social and 
economic factors. Consequently, some works have endeavoured to study the relation 
between the voluntary behaviour and macro-structural variables. In particular, several 
authors have analysed the influence of social expenses on the voluntary behaviour. This 
question is an important one because it concerns the “crowding effects” of public action on 
volunteering. Is the public action a stimulus for private gifs (“crowding in” effect) or, on 
the contrary, does it weaken the private incentive for contributing (“crowding out”)? 
“Crowding effects” have principally been studied on the monetary gifts but less often on 
the voluntary work. In addition, the results do not allow robust conclusions in favour of the 
“crowding out” assumption. Menchik and Weisbrod (1987) do not find a negative impact of 
the expenditure level of local governments on aggregate volunteering in the United States 
but their conclusions are more mixed concerning the different types of voluntary work: 
some of them are negatively influenced by the public expenses whereas other types are 
positively correlated with these expenses. Schiff (1990) obtains quite similar results. Day 
and Devlin (1996) show that, in Canada, government expenses influence only the decision 
to volunteer but not the number of hours donated. More precisely, they find that the 
decision to volunteer is positively correlated with government expenditure at the 
aggregated level but, on again, the sign of this relation varies according to the types of 
volunteering. Using American data, Duncan (1999) cannot confirm the crowd-out 
hypothesis. Simmons and Emanuele (2004) find a negative and statistically significant 
effect of government expenditure on volunteering but these authors acknowledge that “the 
values of these coefficients, however, are very small and suggest that although the 
relationship is statistically significant, it may not be economically significant” (p. 508). 
Prouteau and Wolff (2005), from a French data base, show that the level of public 
expenditure measured at the departmental level has no effect on time and money donations. 
But all these works are conducted in a national context.  
In the framework of an international study, Salamon and Sokolwski (2001) observe the 
relation between the amount of national volunteering and two variables: the government 
social welfare spending and the government support for non-profit sector. Concerning the 
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former variable, the authors find that the higher the government social spending are, the 
higher the amount of volunteering, invalidating the “crowding out” hypothesis. Regarding 
the latter variable, the results are less conclusive since “the relationship between 
government financial support for the nonprofit sector and the amount of volunteering runs 
essentially in the same direction” (p. 10) but this relationship is not statistically significant. 
Hackl et al. (2009), using the data from the European and World Value Survey, include 
several country-level variables such as public social expenditure, a measure of political 
consensus, an index of democratization tax variables and public deficits, GDP per capita, 
GDP deflator, unemployment rate, an index of income distribution, the population size and 
political variables. Their results are favourable to the “crowding out” hypothesis since the 
higher the public social expenditure the lower the probability for volunteering.  
For the purpose of studying the effect of country contextual variables on the propensity to 
volunteer, we use a multilevel analysis. Statistical multilevel models are recommended for 
analyzing multilevel data i.e. data which can be viewed as a multistage sample. That is the 
case in the European Values Survey since individuals (level one) are nested within their 
countries (level two). If we want to introduce country contextual variables, all individuals 
of the same country will have the same level-two variables. In this framework, using 
ordinary statistical tests is not convenient because they lead to statistically significant 
results which are spurious (Hox, 2002)13. Multilevel model analysis permits to overcome 
these problems. Appendix 1 presents the model we use. 
We retain several level-2 variables obtained from different sources. Appendix 2 shows the 
value of these variables, the concerned years and the sources from which they were 
obtained. During the course of our investigation, we are led to remove some countries from 
the sample because we do not have the relevant information about them. In addition, 
because the number of countries is rather limited, we cannot introduce many country-level 
variables at once. In our comments, we do not pay attention to the effects of the individual-
                                                           
13 More precisely, Hox (2002, p. 3) emphasizes the fact that “a few data values from a small number of super-
unit [the country level variables in our paper] are ‘blown up’ into many more values for a much larger number 
of sub-units [i.e. individuals in our paper]. The proper sample size for these variables is of course the number 
of higher-level units. Using the larger number of disaggregated cases for the sample size leads to significance 
tests that reject the null-hypothesis far more often than the nominal alpha level suggests.”  
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level variables because these effects are quite similar to those previously shown in Table 3 
(column 1) and they are indifferent to the type of variable included at the country-level (see 
the different columns of Table 5). 
In a first step, we consider the GDP per capita observed during the year of the survey14. 
Alternatively, to have a more appropriate index of the average national standard of living, 
we retain the per capita Gross National Income adjusted by purchasing power parity. When 
including the former or the latter economic indicator as sole country-level variable, we 
obtain a significantly positive effect (Table 5 columns I and II) which suggests that the 
propensity to volunteer in organizations is an increasing function of the average national 
standard of living15.  
Insert Table 5 here 
In a second step, we consider the following supplementary country-level variables: 
unemployment rate, total general 
 government expenditure as percentage of GDP, total social protection expenses as 
percentage of GDP and an index of inequality of income distribution. This index is defined 
as the income quintile share ratio that is the ratio of total income received by the 20% of the 
population with the highest income (top quintile) to that received by the 20% of the 
population with the lowest income (lowest quintile). For this second stage, for lack of 
information, we remove Turkey, Russia, Ukraine, Belarus and Croatia from the sample. 
With the exception of unemployment rate, all these variables have a significant effect when 
they are introduced as sole country-level variable in the regressions (table X, columns III to 
VI). Interestingly, we can observe that the coefficient of the income inequality index is 
significantly negative, which suggest that after controlling for the demographic and 
socioeconomic compositions of national populations, the average propensity to volunteer 
decreases when the income inequality becomes higher. Even if it becomes significant only 
                                                           
14 The year of the survey was 1999 in most countries, but it was 2000 in Finland and Belarus and 2001 in 
Turkey. In this first step, we remove Northern Ireland from the sample. 
15 We have to notice that this result concerns only formal volunteering (that is volunteering in an 
organization). Conclusions about informal volunteering might be different, but the European Values Survey 
gives no information about this volunteering.  
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at the 10 percent level, this effect persists when we include as covariate the GNI per capita 
whose positive coefficient becomes not statistically significant (column VIII). On the other 
hand, when we introduce the social protection expenses as additional country-level 
covariate, the coefficient of the income inequality variable is no longer statistically 
significant though it remains negative (column IX). These results are at variance with the 
ones obtained by Hackl et al. (2009) who, with a different index, find a positive relation 
between income inequality and voluntary work at the country level16. Another important 
result from our investigation does not agree with theirs. It concerns the effect of social 
expenses on volunteering. Hackl et al (2009) conclude that Public social expenses as 
percentage of GDP have a negative and significant influence on voluntary work. On the 
contrary, we find a significantly positive effect of total social protection expenses as 
percentage of GDP on the propensity to volunteer. This effect appears as a robust one since 
it persists when we include other level-country variables such GNI per capita and the 
income inequality index. In this case, the coefficients of the two latter variables keep their 
sign but lose their statistical significance17.  Indeed, it is the impact of social protection 
expenses which prevails. 
It is necessary to note that a test about the possible crowding effects of public action has to 
be conducted not only by considering the decision to volunteer, as it is the case in our paper 
and in the one of Hackl et al. (2009), but also by taking account of the amount of time 
donated. Unfortunately, as previously mentioned, the European Values Survey, like the 
World Value Survey, does not give any information on the time that volunteers dedicate to 
their unpaid activities. Consequently, the impact of social expenses on volunteering 
deserves to be further examined. Nevertheless our investigation gives no support to the 
conjecture that social expenses are unfavourable to volunteering. On the contrary, at least in 
European countries, the relation between the total social protection expenses and the 
propensity to volunteer seems to be positive. 
                                                           
16 As inequality index of income distribution, these authors use the Gini coefficients. 
17 These changes in the significance of the coefficients may perhaps be explained by the positive correlation 
between the GNI per capita variable and the total social protection expenses one, on the one hand (the higher 
the former, the higher the latter), and, on the other hand, by the negative correlation between the total social 
protection expenses variable and the income inequality index one (the higher the former, the lower the latter). 
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We have replicated this multi-level analysis by considering each type of volunteering. The 
results are unreported here but they are available upon request to the authors. None of the 
country-level variables that we consider influences the professional and political 
volunteering. The GNI per capita variable has a significant positive impact on social 
volunteering and leisure one, while the coefficient of the total social protection expenses is 
significantly positive in the regression concerning religious volunteering. The higher the 
total general government expenses are the higher the level of leisure volunteering. Last, the 
inequality of income distribution seems to be more particularly unfavourable to the 
volunteering dedicated to the defence of causes. 
4.2. Are the effects of individual variables the same in all countries? 
The previous analysis assumes that only the intercept of the multilevel model changes 
across the countries. We have not considered a possible variation of the individual 
variables’ coefficients. Such a conjecture leads to modify the writing of the model (see 
appendix 1) but the estimations become more complex because of numerous interaction 
terms between level-2 and level-1 variables and such an investigation is beyond the scope 
of this paper. 
We only explore the relevancy of such a future work by examining the following question: 
do the effects of individual variables appear similar across countries. For the purpose of this 
preliminary investigation, we run a logistic regression on each country. Table 6 shows only 
the signs and the levels of significance of these effects18. Of course, because the number of 
observations for each country is limited, it is possible that some effects do not come to 
light. Therefore we have to be prudent in our comments.  
We can see, once again, that two variables have a clear and similar impact on the 
propensity to volunteer. The first one is education level. Individuals with a higher level of 
education are more inclined to be volunteers except in Greece, Ukraine and Slovenia where 
this variable has no established influence, and in Belarus and Sweden where the effect is 
uncertain and apparently limited. The second variable which has a similar influence on 
volunteering in almost all countries relates to the religious belief and practice. Individuals 
                                                           
18 The complete results are available upon request. 
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who regularly (and often irregularly) go to the church service are more inclined to 
volunteer. Romania, Turkey, Poland, Greece and Turkey are the exceptions. The cases of 
Malta and Poland may be surprising because they are very religious countries. Precisely, 
the results may perhaps be explained by the very limited number of individuals without 
religious belief and attendance which constitute the reference category19.  
The roles played by the other variables on volunteering are less systematic and their nature 
may vary from a country to another. For instance, gender is without effect in several 
countries while in other ones women have a lower propensity to volunteer than men have. 
Sometimes, but not always, the presence of a very young child is unfavourable to 
volunteering while the presence of older children is rather favourable except in Poland 
where it is dissuasive. In a majority of countries, domestic income has no attested impact 
on the propensity to give time but in several cases individuals with high domestic income 
are more inclined to volunteer. The age profile of volunteers is at times inverted-U shaped 
but it may also be occasionally U-shaped (Estonia, Latvia, and Russia). Having a paid job is 
likely to enhance the propensity to volunteer but in France and in Malta the opposite is true. 
Marital status has rarely an influence on volunteering but, when it is the case, living with a 
partner may either increase (Iceland, Hungary and Russia) or decrease (Slovakia, Bulgaria 
and Italy) the individual proclivity to volunteer. Living in a large town is rather associated 
with lower probability of volunteering except in Ukraine and, to a lesser extent, in Spain 
and Romania. Concerning the attitudinal variables, we can observe that the individuals who 
do not have a political orientation or who do not want to claim it have occasionally a lower 
tendency to volunteer than left-oriented individuals (reference category). Having middle-
ground oriented positions is also from time to time associated to a lower probability of 
volunteering while being right-oriented has more rarely an effect on voluntary work. In 
addition, the sign of this effect is ambiguous: it is negative in Italy, Spain, Belgium, Iceland 
and Ireland but positive in Estonia and Latvia. The degree of confidence in social security 
system and the degree of satisfaction in democracy exert a rare and ambiguous influence on 
volunteering. Concerning the former, persons who have not very much or not at all 
                                                           
19 In Poland like in Malta, more 90% of the samples’ individuals declare to go irregularly or regularly to 
church services. Consequently, there are very few individuals in the two first category of this variable and 
particularly in the reference category. 
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confidence are less often volunteers in Czech Republic, Slovakia, Hungary and Belarus, but 
they are more often volunteers in Slovenia, Turkey and Iceland. Regarding the satisfaction 
with democracy, persons not very or not at all satisfied are more inclined to volunteer in 
Belgium, Luxemburg and Denmark. On the contrary, they are less prone to do such unpaid 
activities in Lithuania. 
In short, after this preliminary and quick examination, we can suggest that some individual 
characteristics have a rather homogeneous effect on aggregate volunteering in almost all 
countries whereas other variables may exert a more dissimilar influence from a country to 
another. To explain the dissimilarity in the influence of a same variable at the aggregate 
level of volunteering, two assumptions – at least – can be evoked. First, we know that some 
characteristics play a different role from one type of volunteering to another (see section 3). 
Consequently, it is logical that the concerned characteristics have different effects on 
aggregate volunteering as the distribution of voluntary work types differs according to the 
countries (see section 2). Secondly, it is possible that a same characteristic has a different 
impact in different countries, even with respect to a same type of volunteering, for instance 
because of contextual factors. So, we are brought back to the multi-level model with 
interaction effects between individual characteristics and country-level variables. We have 
to disentangle these two possible explanations. This subject calls further investigations for 
future researches. 
5. Conclusion 
In this paper, we study volunteering at the European level. First, we observe the prevalence 
of such a behavior and the distribution of volunteers among six types of activity in each 
country considered by the EVS. We distinguish several general shapes of volunteering 
according to the predominant type of unpaid activities. Then we investigate the 
determinants of volunteering by considering several demographic and socioeconomic 
variables of individuals as well as some attitudinal characteristics relating to political 
orientation of respondents and to their standpoint vis-à-vis some major institutions of 
society (the social protection system and the working of democracy).  
Concerning the effect of demographic and socioeconomic factors on volunteering, our 
results are greatly in line with those observed from previous studies. Regarding the 
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influence of our attitudinal variables, conclusions are more uncertain because a great 
number of individuals do not answer questions of interest to us. Nevertheless, we disagree 
with Hackl et al (2009) who conclude that right-oriented citizens volunteer more than the 
left-oriented ones. From our investigation, such a result is observed only for the religious 
volunteering while the opposite is true regarding occupational and political volunteering as 
well as the defense-of-causes involvement. Obviously, the impact of such attitudinal 
variable deserves a further examination.  
The more innovative part of our paper concerns the possible influence of country-level 
variables on the propensity to volunteer. Using a multilevel analysis model, we show in 
particular that social expenses do not crowd out volunteering. On the contrary, in European 
countries, formal volunteering seem a complement rather than a substitute for social 
protection expenses. In addition, our results suggest a negative effect of income inequality 
on volunteering though such a conclusion has to be put forward carefully.  
Though several aspects of individual determinants of volunteering would certainly have to 
be better documented, the influence of country-level characteristics on such a behavior is a 
clearly less explored question. It seems to us that it deserves a great attention. In particular, 
the interactions between individual characteristics and country-level variables should be a 
stimulating topic for research. So, we could certainly better understand the national 
idiosyncrasies with respect to volunteering. 
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Table 1. Participation rates in volunteering in European countries (%) 
Country Gross rate Weighted rate* 
France 27.1 26.1 
Great-Britain 42.3 43.1 
West-Germany 22.0 22.3 
East-Germany 16.4 17.2 
Overall Germany 19.3 21.3 
Austria 30.4 30.5 
Italy 26.1 26.1 
Spain 17.6 17.6 
Portugal 16.4 13.8 
Netherlands 49.2 49.8 
Belgium 35.4 35.7 
Denmark 37.2 37.2 
Sweden 56.1 56.4 
Finland 38.0 38.4 
Iceland 32.6 32.6 
Northern-Ireland 21.1 22.3 
Ireland 32.6 30.5 
Estonia 18.0 17.8 
Latvia 22.4 22.4 
Lithuania 15.8 13.5 
Poland 13.9 13.7 
Czech Republic 32.2 32.5 
Slovakia 51.4 51.2 
Hungary 15.4 14.8 
Romania 15.7 15.7 
Bulgaria 18.8 16.5 
Croatia 23.6 21.6 
Greece 39.8 39.8 
Russia   7.8   7.9 
Malta 28.6 28.4 
Luxembourg 30.2 30.6 
Slovenia 28.5 28.5 
Ukraine 13.0 13.1 
Belarus 18.8 18.8 
Turkey   6.4   6.4 
     Source: Third wave of European Values Survey. 
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Table 2. Distribution of the volunteers according to the activity sector (%) 








France 25.6 48.4 11.4 7.8 12.0 27.0 
Great-Britain 76.0 14.8 23.0 32.8 14.7   3.8 
West-Germany 21.8 44.3 7.5 12.1 28.7 11.9 
East-Germany 17.5 40.5 14.0 15.1 12.6 18.7 
Overall Germany 21.2 43.9 8.5 12.6 26.0 13.0 
Austria 20.8 46.8 18.4 16.8 22.9 16.6 
Italy 34.2 42.0 25.3 14.6 25.7 12.3 
Spain 28.9 34.1 15.6 19.0 20.9 23.7 
Portugal 18.7 43.2   9.5   5.7 18.9 22.4 
Netherlands 32.0 59.8 15.0 15.5 22.8 19.7 
Belgium 35.4 43.0 18.2 25.3 15.5 25.7 
Denmark 24.9 47.8 22.6 11.0 8.9 25.5 
Sweden 26.1 46.7 28.5 15.4 41.6 25.3 
Finland 36.3 42.6 18.9 17.5 20.4 18.7 
Iceland 39.6 48.7 24.7 13.0 14.2 7.3 
Northern-Ireland 34.8 25.1 11.7 14.4 42.5 24.7 
Ireland 29.4 49.1 18.1 16.0 25.0 24.1 
Estonia 23.4 44.5 17.1 14.9 15.5 25.2 
Latvia 13.2 43.2 15.0   5.3 17.2 28.6 
Lithuania 14.7 26.5 19.2   6.2 31.1 20.0 
Poland 23.0 26.0 24.4   7.0 26.9 22.0 
Czech Republic 32.6 44.9 19.9 13.7 8.5 19.0 
Slovakia 26.8 35.6 24.8 13.5 25.6 24.1 
Hungary 29.9 31.7 23.4 15.3 36.4 18.4 
Romania 12.8 17.8 51.1 6.7 22.8 13.3 
Bulgaria 19.6 34.3 38.0 13.8 17.0 13.9 
Croatia 18.1 41.6 30.8 18.8 24.5 18.8 
Greece 33.5 46.5 27.5 38.3 15.4 25.8 
Russia 13.1 21.7 54.0   9.5   6.5 15.1 
Malta 26.3 29.9 22.9 12.6 44.9 18.4 
Luxembourg 44.1 49.5 17.1 32.8 19.9 14.5 
Slovenia 31.0 46.0 20.6 14.6 15.7 38.0 
Ukraine 16.0 18.8 39.4 6.3 17.4 15.6 
Belarus 23.4 16.0 33.0 19.7 21.8 10.1 
Turkey 15.6 26.0 62.3   7.8 10.4 22.1 
Note: The sum of the shares is higher than 100% because of the multi-participations. 
Source: Third wave of European Values Survey 
 28 
Table 3: Determinants of volunteering – Logit model 
                     Type of volunteering





















Constant -1.617*** -3.235*** -1.448*** -5.531*** -4.940*** -7.385*** -5.068*** -3.201*** 
Gender 
   Male 

























Age 0.0106** -0.0001 -0.0206*** 0.0528*** 0.028*** 0.0366*** 0.042*** 0.0194** 
Age square -0.0001** -8.57E-7 0.00007 -0.00044*** -0.00029*** -0.00033*** -0.00025*** -0.00013 
Marital status 
   Single 

























Children aged under 18 at home   
    No 
   Yes, with one at the least aged -5 


































   Elementary 
   Basic professional and secondary  intermediate 
   Full secondary, maturity level certificate 










































   Unknown 
   Low 
   Medium 
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   No religious belief 
   Religious beliefs without church attendance 
   Religious beliefs with irregular church attendance 







































Size of town 
   Unknown 
   Small 
   Medium 










































   Left 
   Middle ground 
   Right 









































Degree of confidence in social security system 
   A great deal or quite a lot 
   Not very much or not at all 

































Degree of satisfaction with democracy 
    Very or rather satisfied 
    Not very satisfied or not at all 




































Table 3 continued: Determinants of volunteering – Logit model 
                     Type of volunteering






















   France 
   Great-Britain 
   Germany 
   Austria 
   Italy 
   Spain 
   Portugal 
   Netherlands 
   Belgium 
   Denmark 
   Sweden 
   Finland 
   Iceland 
   Northern-Ireland 
   Ireland 
   Estonia 
   Latvia 
   Lithuania 
   Poland 
   Czech Republic 
   Slovakia 
   Hungary 
   Romania 
   Bulgaria 
   Croatia 
   Greece 
   Russia 
   Malta 
   Luxembourg 
   Slovenia 
   Ukraine 
   Belarus 

















































































































































































































































































Log Likelihood -20440.05 -9733.68 -11926.04 -8102.56 -6402.07 2,218 2,218 2,123 
Number of volunteers 10,523 3,103 4,261 2,393 1,742 -6398.69 -7802.46 -7678.56 
Number of observations 40,213 
Significance levels: * = 10 percent; ** 5 percent; *** = 1 per cent. 







Tableau 4. The propensity of countries to volunteering after controlling for individual characteristics. Descending order. 
Type of volunteering 
 
Global Social and health Leisure Professional and 
political 









































































































































































































































































Source: Third wave of European Values Survey. 
Religion - a: with religious beliefs and church attendance as explanatory variable. 




Table 5: Multi-level analysis of European volunteering 
I II III IV V VI VII VIII IX                              
 Individual-Level Variables Individual-Level Variables 
Intercept -2.773*** -2.484*** -1.4502*** -0.668 -4.282*** -3.504*** -1.690** -3.427** -2.626*** 
Female -0.247*** -0.248*** -0.2553*** -0.255*** -0.255*** -0.256*** -0.255*** -0.255*** -0.255*** 
Age 0.0105** 0.0105** 0.0156*** 0.0155*** 0.0155*** 0.0155*** 0.0155*** 0.0155*** 0.0155*** 
Age square -0.00011** -0.00011** -0.00017*** -0.00017*** -0.00017*** -0.00017*** -0.00017*** -0.00017*** -0.00017*** 
Living with  partner -0.0235 -0.0234 -0/031 -0/032 -0/032 -0/032 -0/031 -0/031 -0/031 
Children 
Children at home with none aged -5 





























   Basic professional and secondary intermediate 
   Full secondary, maturity level certificate 






































   Unknown 
   Medium 





































Paid job 0.158*** 0.157*** 0.097*** 0.097*** 0.098*** 0.098*** 0.097*** 0.097*** 0.097*** 
Religion 
   Religious belief without attendance 
   Religious belief with irregular attendance 





































Size of town 
   Unknown 
   Medium 






































   No orientation or unknown    
   Middle ground 





































Degree of confidence in social security system 
  Unknown – no response    




























Degree of satisfaction with democracy 
    Unknown    




























 Country-level variables Country-level variables 
Gross National Income  (PPP) per capita 0.000045***      0.000031*** 0.000019 0.000018 
Gross Domestic Product per capita  0.000036***        
Unemployment rate   -0.04874       
Inequality index    -0.2769**   -0.187*  -0.132 
Total general government  expenses (% GDP)     0.05339***     
Total social protection expenses (% GDP)      0.0739***  0.05253** 0.04348* 
-2 Log Pseudo-Likelihood 185048.4 185049.5 148820.5 148813.3 148815.0 148812.2 148838.7 148840.0 148847.2 
Number of observations 39268 32411 
Note : Concerning  the categorical variables, the reference values are the same as in Table 3. Significance levels: * = 10 percent; ** 5 percent; *** = 1 per cent. 







Table 6: The profiles of volunteers according to countries 
                            Countries 
Characteristics 
France Great-B Germany Austria Italy Spain Portugal Netherl Belgium Denmark Sweden Finland Iceland Ireland Estonia Latvia 
Gender 
   Male 

























      
Age ++  ++ ++ (+)  (+) (+)  +   (+)  −− −− 
Age square −−  − −−    (−)  −     ++ ++ 
Marital status 
   Single 
   Living with  partner 
     
 
− 
   
 
 
     
 
+ 
   
Children aged under 18 at home   
    No 
   Yes, with one at the least aged -5 
   Yes, with none aged -5 






















   
Education 
   Elementary 
   Basic professional and secondary intermediate 
   Full secondary, maturity level certificate 

















































































   Unknown 
   Low 
   Medium 









































    Yes 
    No 
 
− 
          
+ 






   No religious belief 
   Religious belief without attendance 
   Religious belief with irregular attendance 

















































































Size of town 
   Unknown 
   Small 
   Medium 
















































   Left 
   Middle ground 
   Right 
   No orientation or unknown 










































Degree of confidence in social security system 
   A great deal or quite a lot 
   Not very much or not at all 
   Unknown – no response 
















Degree of satisfaction with democracy 
    Very or rather satisfied 
    Not very satisfied or not at all 
    Unknown 














   
Number of observations 1605 890 1978 1512 1960 1188 997 996 1863 949 1013 982 951 957 1001 964 
 
Table 6 continued: The profiles of volunteers according to countries 
                            Countries 
Characteristics 
Lithuan Poland Czech R. Slovakia Hungary Romania Bulgaria Croatia Greece Russia Malta Luxemb. Slovenia Ukraine Belarus Turkey 
Gender 
   Male 






















   
 
− 
Age          −− +  (−)    
Age square          ++   (+)    
Marital status                 
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   Single 









Children aged under 18 at home   
    No 
    Yes, with one at the least aged -5 


















   
Education 
   Elementary 
   Basic professional and secondary intermediate 
   Full secondary, maturity level certificate 


































































   Unknown 
   Low 
   Medium 
   High 






























    Yes 
    No 















   No religious belief 
   Religious belief without attendance 
   Religious belief with irregular attendance 




































































Size of town 
   Unknown 
   Small 
   Medium 





































   Left 
   Middle ground 
   Right 
































Degree of confidence in social security system 
   A great deal or quite a lot 
   Not very much or not at all 
   Unknown – no response 



















Degree of satisfaction with democracy 
    Very or rather satisfied 
    Not very satisfied or not at all 




























Number of observations 1011 1081 1851 1329 985 1106 999 999 1098 2487 1002 1152 991 1174 997 1200 
(+) or (−) = significance level 10%; + or − = significance level 5%; ++ or −−: =significance level 1% . 
Source: Third wave of European Values Survey 
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Appendix 1 
A multilevel model of the propensity to volunteer 
In our paper, the dependent variable that we observe, ijy , is the binary response concerning the 
voluntary behaviour for individual i in country j with ijy =1 if the individual is volunteer and 0 
otherwise. The probability of the response equal to one [ ( )1Pr =ijy ] is noted ijp  . Let  ijp  be 

















The multilevel model appears as follows. 
Individual level or level-1 model: 
nijnjijjijjjij XXX γγγγη ++++= ....22110       (1) 
where j0γ  is the intercept, njj γγ ,....,1  are the coefficients associated to the n explanatory variables 
nXX ,....,1 . 
Country level or level-2 model: 
jjj uZ 001000 ++= ββγ     (2) 
and jj 11 γβ = ,  jj 22 γβ = ,….., njnj γβ =   (3) 
The question is to explain a possible variation of intercept ( j0γ ) according to the countries by 
introducing an explanatory variable ( jZ ) at the level 2. For instance jZ  may be the social expenses 
as percentage of GDP. If 01β  is positive, the average propensity to volunteer is higher in countries 
having more important social expenses, and the opposite is true if 01β  is negative. We can introduce 
several explanatory variables of jZ  type. ju0  in equation (2) is a residual error term which is 
assumed normally distributed with a mean of zero and a variance 2
0u
σ . It is important to notice that 
from (3) we assume that the regression coefficients associated to the explanatory variables 
nXX ,....,1  do not vary across countries. 
Combining (1), (2) and (3) gives: 
jjnijnnijijij uZXXX 00122211100 .... ++++++= βββββη  (4)  
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In this version of the model, 00β , 11β , , nnβ , 01β  are the fixed effects while ju0  is the random effect. 
To estimate this combined model, we use the GLIMMIX procedure from SAS software. 
If we assume that coefficients of individual-level variables change across countries, the equations of 
the country-level (see appendix 1) changes to become: 
jjj uZ 001000 ++= ββγ              (2) 
jjj uZ 111101 ++= ββγ      
……………..       (3)  
njjnnnj uZ ++= 10 ββγ     
And the equation (4) of the combined model becomes: 
nijnjnijnnijnijjijjijjjij XuXZXXuXZXuZ +++++++++= 101111111000100 .... ββββββη  (4)  
After rearranging, we have: 
nijnjijjjnijnijjjnijnijij XuXuuXZXZZXX +++++++++++= ............ 110111101011000 ββββββη  
Now, we have [ ]nijnijjjnijnij XZXZZXX 111101011000 ........ ββββββ +++++++  as fixed effects 
and [ ]nijnjijjj XuXuu +++ ....110  as random effects. 
Note that in this version we have only one explanatory variable at the country level. With two or 
more variables of this type, the expression of (4) is more complex. 
So, as a consequence of the assumption that coefficients of individual-level variables vary across 
countries, interaction terms such as ijj XZ 1 , …., nijj XZ  appear. As Hox (2002, p. 14) writes, the 
interpretation of interaction terms in multiple regression analysis requires a great attention.  For 
instance, let jZ  be once again the social expenses variable and 1X  the gender variable at the 
individual level. If 11β is positive, the gender effect on the propensity to volunteer is higher in 







































       
France 24080 26281 10.4 29.9 52.6 4.4 
Great-Britain 25598 25583 5.9 25.7 38.9 5.2 
Germany 26131 25711 8.2 29.2 48.1 3.6 
Áustria 26416 28593 3.9 29.0 53.7 3.7 
Italy 21055 25296 10.9 24.8 48.2 4.9 
Spain 15468 21116 12.5 19.8 39.9 5.7 
Portugal 11957 16646 4.5 21.4 43.2 6.4 
Netherlands 25998 30019 3.2 27.1 46.0 3.7 
Belgium 24970 28310 8.5 27.0 50.2 4.2 
Denmark 33726 28196 5.2 29.8 55.5 3.0 
Sweden 29053 27525 6.7 31.0 58.6 3.1 
Finland 23543 25489 9.8 25.1 48.3 3.3 
Iceland 31393 28025 2.3  18.8 42.0 3.4 
Ireland 25713 24601 5.6 14.6 34.1 4.9 
Estónia 4123 9422 13.6 13.9 40.1 6.3 
Látvia 3046 8005 14.0 17.2 41.8 5.5 
Lithuania 3098 8454 13.7 16.3 39.9 5.0 
Poland 4360 10419 13.4 19.7 42.7 4.7 
Czech Republic 5875 14706 8.6 19.2 42.3 3.4 
Slovakia 3807 10815 16.4 20.2 48.1 3.9 
Hungary 4817 11723 6.9 20.3 48.4 3.3 
Romania 1600 5688 7.1 13.0 39.2 4.5 
Bulgária 1606 6039 16.4  16.0 41.8 3.7 
Croatia 5081 10399 14.8   4.6 
Greece 12897 18397 12.0 22.7 44.4 6.2 
Rússia 1331 7407     
Malta 10108 17873 6.7 17.8 43.0 4.6 
Luxembourg 49120 46615 2.4 20.5 39.2 3.9 
Slovenia 11177 17498 7.3 24.1 46.5 3.2 
Ukraine 640 3192     
Belarus 1036 5097     
Turkey 2906 8723 6.5   10.8 
 
 
(1) GDP per capita: at current prices, US dollars, during the year of EVS. Source: United Nations 
data: http://data.un.org/ 
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(2) GNI per capita, purchasing power parity, current international dollars. Year: 2000. Source: 
calculations of the authors from United Nations data. 
(3) Unemployment rate (percentage). Years: 1999 except for Iceland, Estonia, Bulgaria, Malta, 
Bulgaria, Turkey (2000) and Croatia (2002).  
(4) Total social protection expenses. Source: Eurostat. Years: 1999 except for Estonia, Poland, 
Romania (2000) and Bulgaria (2005). Unavailable data for Croatia, Russia, Ukraine, Belarus and 
Turkey. 
(5) Total general government expenditure. Source: Eurostat. Years of the survey. Unavailable data 
for Croatia, Russia, Ukraine, Belarus and Turkey. 
(6) Income inequality index defined as  the income quintile share ratio that is the ratio of total 
income received by the 20% of the population with the highest income (top quintile) to that 
received by the 20% of the population with the lowest income (lowest quintile). Years: 1999 except 
for Estonia, Latvia, Lithuania, Poland, Hungary, Romania, Bulgaria, Slovenia (2000), Czech 
Republic (2001), Turkey (2002), Croatia (2003), Iceland (2004) and Slovakia (2005). Unavailable 
data for Russia, Ukraine and Belarus. 
Note: Data concerning United-Kingdom has been affected to Great-Britain for lack of more precise 
information. 
 
 
